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Abstract This paper presents an overview of one-server queueing models with retrials in
discrete-time. In all these models the number of primary customers arriving in a time slot
follows a general probability distribution and the different numbers of primary arrivals in
consecutive time slots are mutually independent. Each customer requires from the server a
generally distributed number of slots for his service, and the service times of the different
customers are independent. Only models with delayed access are considered, and the so-
called late arrival setup is chosen. For all the models the steady-state behavior is studied
through the generating function of the number of customers in the orbit. From the generating
function several performance measures are deduced, like the average orbit size and the mean
busy period.
Keywords Retrial queues · Discrete time · Late arrivals · Generating functions
1 Introduction
Queueing Theory (QT) is a vast well-established research area with more than a century of
history, and retrial queueing models form only a tiny subset of the huge variety of models
which have been studied during this century [see e.g. Jain et al. (2007) for a nice recent
monograph]. Also most models discussed in QT are continuous-time models, and relatively
few researchers have studied discrete-time models. We refer to Bruneel and Kim (1993),
Miyazawa and Takagi (1994), and Takagi (1993) for overviews on discrete-time queueing
models. So, it is safe to guess that papers dedicated to discrete-time retrial models are almost
absent in the literature. Nevertheless, the last two decades people have started to study retrial
models in discrete time, although sometimes the term ‘retrial’ in the title of these papers
is used a little bit sloppy, i.e. strictly speaking many of these models should not be coined
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‘retrial models’. Therefore, let us start with a clear-cut description of what is meant with the
term retrial in this paper (in the sequel we assume that the terms ‘orbit’, ‘primary arrival’,
‘secondary arrival’, ‘retrial time’, et cetera, are known to the reader): models are only called
retrial models when customers who upon arrival find all the servers busy are sent into the
orbit, and subsequently they decide to approach the server(s) anew some random time later,
independently of the other customers in the orbit and the state of the server(s). Essential
is here that the customer in the orbit takes the initiative to approach the server. So, in this
paper we exclude all models with so-called ‘generally distributed retrial times’ which turn
out to be models in which the server starts searching for a customer in the orbit. It is very
confusing to call these latter models also retrial models because the main difficulty in the
study of retrial models, i.e. the complicated mixed arrival pattern of primary and secondary
customers, is absent in models with servers who upon a service completion start to search
for a customer. In these models the choice of the next customer to be served lies in the hands
of the server and is not determined by the decision of a customer to approach the server
from the orbit [see Atencia and Moreno (2004a), Wang and Zhao (2007) and Aboul-Hassan
et al. (2008) for three examples in discrete time]. We think that the term retrial queue for
these latter models is a misnomer, and we propose to rename these models as queueing
models with an actively searching server (everybody who has a better name is welcome
of course!) to avoid further misunderstanding. Of course, it is possible to consider retrial
models with generally distributed retrial times, but these are usually intractable, because all
the (dependent) residual retrial times of the customers in the orbit have to be incorporated
in the state description of the system, and this mere fact hampers a feasible mathematical
analysis. Hence, only approximative approaches can shed some light on these models [see
e.g. Yang et al. (1994)].
An important modeling decision to make in discrete-time queues is to establish the prece-
dence relations between arrivals, departures and start of service. In the literature we see two
different systems. The first, called early arrival systems (EAS), give precedence to departures
over arrivals, i.e. when in the same time slot both an arrival and a departure take place, the
arriving customer(s) see the server idle. The other choice is to give precedence to arrivals over
departures leading to so-called late arrival systems (LAS). In that case arriving customers
see the server still busy when in the arrival slot a departure occurs. As a consequence, in a
one-server retrial model customers who arrive in a slot in which also a departure occurs are
all (re)sent into the orbit when the late arrival setup is chosen! For a nice detailed explanation
of the difference between EAS and LASwe refer to Chaudhry (1993) or Chaudhry and Gupta
(1997).
Also a decision must be made when to start a service. The possibilities are again twofold:
(i) when upon arrival the customer(s) find a server idle, the service of (at least one of) the
customer(s) starts immediately, i.e. the time slot of the arrival is also the first time slot of the
service [we call this immediate access (IA)], or (ii) the service of (at least one of) the arrived
customer(s) starts at the earliest only in the next time slot [we call this delayed access (DA)].
In the literature on discrete-time queues all variants (EAS-IA, EAS-DA, LAS-IA and LAS-
DA) show up, but, curiously, almost all papers on discrete-time retrial queues choose the
EAS setup [the first paper is Yang and Li (1995)]. In our opinion this is not the most natural
choice, for two reasons. Firstly, although services and departures are best considered to occur
only at time slot boundaries, arrivals can take place physically any time instant between the
boundaries of the slot, so not necessarily at the slot boundaries. As a consequence, it is not
clear whether the time slot of the arrival should be counted as the first slot of the service or not.
In the DA setup this problem is absent. Secondly, but this is only relevant for retrial queues,
in continuous-time retrial queues after a service completion there is always a time interval
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of positive length during which the server is idle, because there are no customers waiting
in a queue and ready to be served: the server has to wait for the next arrival, coming either
from the orbit or from the primary arrival stream. Using the EAS-IA setup in a discrete-time
context (as most authors do) this characteristic gets lost, because the newly arrived customer
will start his service immediately, i.e. in the time slot of his arrival, when a departure has
taken place in the same time slot. Hence, to enforcemore parallelism between the continuous-
time retrial queues and their discrete-time counterparts we prefer the late arrival setup with
delayed access, from now on LAS-DA.
A further distinction which can be made in the research on discrete-time queues concerns
the methodology. The last decades many papers have been published using Matrix Analytic
Methods (MAM) [see e.g. Alfa (2002) and Alfa (2006)]. This algorithmic approach has
become quite popular because numerical results can be obtained for a great variety of models.
In this paperwewill only discuss results obtainedby theGeneratingFunctionMethod (GFM),
following the tradition of e.g. Bruneel and Kim (1993) and Chaudhry (1993) or Chaudhry
and Gupta (1997), and many others. The main reason for us to make this choice is a matter
of taste: we prefer a formula, albeit a generating function, to an algorithm. And nowadays it
is not a problem to find numerical results from generating functions using the discrete Fast
Fourier Transform (FFT). Also, having available the generating function, for instance for the
number of customers in the orbit, themean and variance can be calculated explicitly, although
as we will see not always in closed form. On the other hand we admit that in many cases the
GFM will fail where MAM can still succeed. Nevertheless we believe that it is worthwhile
to find the boundaries of tractability in using the GFM and to see the pros and cons of both
methods.
As pointed out before, retrial queueingmodels receivedmuch less attention in the literature
than the more traditional delay and loss models. It is probably fair to say that the unpopularity
of the research on retrial models is partly due to their intractability, because from a prac-
tical point of view retrial models often describe a more realistic picture of many queueing
situations than many of the other type of models, as loss and delay models. Notwithstand-
ing the mathematical difficulties encountered in the study of retrial systems, the last three
decades many retrial models have been studied and we refer to the monographs of Falin
and Templeton (1997) and Artalejo and Gómez-Corral (2008) for a more or less complete
overview of the main results so far. Only in the latter monograph some attention has been
paid to discrete-time retrial queues (the Geo/G/1 and the Geo/Geo/c retrial queue). The
authors choose the EAS setup for both models. The Geo/G/1model is discussed using GFM
[based on Yang and Li (1995)] and the Geo/Geo/c model is studied using MAM [based on
Artalajo et al. (2008)]. From a didactic point of view it would be illustrative to compare an
analysis of the Geo/PH/1 retrial queue based on the GFMwith an alternative analysis using
MAM, to illustrate the pros and cons of the two methodologies. The last twenty years several
papers have been published on discrete-time retrial queueing models. We mention Yang and
Li (1995), Choi and Kim (1997), Li and Yang (1998, 1999), Takahashi et al. (1999), Artalejo
et al. (2005), Atencia and Moreno (2004a, b, 2006a, b, c). See further the references in the
monograph Artalejo and Gómez-Corral (2008) for all the papers published until 2008. More
recent papers are e.g. Aboul-Hassan et al. (2010), Atencia et al. (2010), Kim and Kim (2010),
Artalejo and Li (2010), Amador and Moreno (2011), Wang and Zhang (2009) and Wang and
Zhang (2009a), Wu et al. (2011) and (2013), to name just a few. Not surprisingly in all these
papers the EAS setup is chosen andwewill not discuss these papers any further in this survey.
For a comparison between the EAS-setup and the LAS-setup we refer to Nobel and Moreno
(2008) where the differences are analyzed in detail. As said before we prefer the LAS-setup,
and therefore we will take the standard discrete-time one-server delay model of Bruneel and
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Kim (1993) as our starting point and wewill analyze several retrial variants of that model. So,
to resume the setup very briefly [see Nobel and Moreno (2008) for more details], customers
arrive in batches during a slot and the batch size follows a general probability distribution.
Customers who upon arrival find the server busy are sent into the orbit. When upon arrival a
customer finds the server idle, it can start its service only at the beginning of the next slot at
the earliest. Of all the arriving customers during a slot with the server idle only one customer
is selected (randomly) for service, while the others are (re)sent into the orbit. The batch sizes
of primary arrivals in different slots are independent, and each customer requires a generally
distributed number of slots for its service. During each slot every customer in the orbit tries to
re-enter the system with a fixed retrial probability. This is our standard model, which will be
discussed in more detail in Sect. 2. Two variants of this model will be discussed. In Sect. 3 we
enrich the model with Bernoulli feedback and in Sect. 4 we add a second type of customers
who have priority over the customers in the orbit. In Sect. 5 we allow the customers to leave
the orbit before being served, and it turns out that for that model a general solution cannot
be found. Only for special cases the generating function of the number of customers in the
orbit can be calculated. In Sect. 6 we discuss a model with a so-called tolerant server, i.e. the
server accepts all the arriving customers, who are served uninterruptedly as a mixed batch of
primary and secondary arrivals. Finally, in Sect. 7 we draw some conclusions.
2 The standard LARS-DA retrial model
In this sectionwe present the precise description of the discrete-time one-server retrial queue-
ing model with the late arrival setup and delayed access [the LARS-DA model, see Nobel
and Moreno (2008) for more details]. In each time slot customers arrive in batches. The
batch sizes are mutually independent and follow a general probability distribution {ai }∞i=0






We call these arrivals primary arrivals. Each individual customer requires a generally distrib-
uted service time, measured as a number of time slots. The service times of the different jobs






j . b0 = 0.
The batch sizes of the primary customers and the service times of the customers are all
mutually independent. In every time slot each customer in the orbit approaches the server
with the so-called retrial probability r , independently of the other customers in the orbit,
the residual service time, and the primary arrivals. Last but not least, we give precedence
to arrivals over departures (LAS), so an arriving customer sees the server busy when at his
arrival epoch also a departure takes place. As a consequence, it has been pointed out already
in the introduction, after a service completion the server stays idle for at least one slot! Also
we choose for delayed access. So even when a customer finds the server idle upon arrival his
service will start only in the next slot at the earliest.
In this paper we only discuss the steady-state behavior of the number of customers in
the orbit [for other performance measures we refer again to Nobel and Moreno (2008)].
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To analyze the LARS-DA model, we introduce a discrete-time Markov chain (DTMC) by
observing the system at epochs k−, that is at the start of the time slots k just after, possibly,
a service has started, but before the arrivals during time slot k have occurred. We define the
following random variables,
Hk = the residual service time of the job in service at time k−,
Qk = the number of jobs in orbit at time k−.
We define Hk = 0 when at epoch k− the server is idle. Then, due to the independencies
stated in the description of themodel, the stochastic process {(Hk, Qk) : k = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is an
irreducible aperiodic DTMC and under the stability (ergodicity) condition thatA′(1)(B′(1)+
1) < 1 it is positive recurrent, as can be easily seen from the fact that A′(1) is the mean
number of primary arrivals per time slot, and B′(1) is the mean service time. Notice that the
‘plus 1’ is required because in our setup the server is always idle for at least one time slot
immediately after the departure of a customer. Nobel andMoreno (2008) contains the formal
proof of this ergodicity condition.
We will derive the joint generating function of the steady-state distribution of the DTMC
introduced above. Under the stability condition A′(1)(B′(1) + 1) < 1 we can define the
following limiting joint distribution
π( j, n) = lim
k→∞ P(Hk = j; Qk = n), j = 0, 1, 2, . . . ; n = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,






π( j, n)w j zn .





To find (w, z) we write down the system of balance equations,
π(0, n) = a0(1 − r)nπ(0, n) +
n∑
k=0
akπ(1, n − k), n = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,
π( j, n) =
n∑
k=0
akπ( j + 1, n − k) + b j
n+1∑
k=1
akπ(0, n + 1 − k)
+ b ja0(1 − (1 − r)n+1)π(0, n + 1),
j = 1, 2, . . . ; n = 0, 1, 2, . . .
From the above equations, following a parallel methodology as used in Yang and Li (1995),
we get
0(z) = a0 B(A(z)) − zA(z)B(A(z)) − z0((1 − r)z),
(w, z) =
(
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Now we define the so-called retrial function
R(z) = a0 B(A(z)) − zA(z)B(A(z)) − z .
ThenR(z) is analytic on |z| < 1 [seeNobel andMoreno (2008) for details]. Further,R(0) = 1
and
R(1) = a0 1 − A
′(1)B′(1)
1 − A′(1)(B′(1) + 1) .
Notice that here the stability condition shows up! Using the retrial functionwe get by iteration
from Eq. (1)
0(z) = R(z)0((1 − r)z) = R(z)R((1 − r)z)0((1 − r)2z)
= · · · =
n−1∏
i=0
R((1 − r)i z)0((1 − r)nz).





R((1 − r)i z)
exists because 0 ≤ 1 − r < 1 [see again Nobel and Moreno (2008) or Choi and Kim (1997)




R((1 − r)i z)0(0). (2)
Because we know that 0(1) is the long-run fraction of time slots that the server is idle and
by Little’s law that A′(1)B′(1) is the long-run fraction of time slots that the server is busy, we
have 0(1) = 1 − A′(1)B′(1). Using this we can get rid of 0(0) in Eq. (2) and this gives
0(z) = (1 − A′(1)B′(1))
∞∏
i=0
R((1 − r)i z)
R((1 − r)i ) . (3)
Next, we look at the marginal distribution of the orbit size, say {qn}∞n=0. So, qn =∑∞
j=0 π( j, n).
Introduce the p.g.f. of this distribution,






Q(z) = 1 − zB(A(z)) − z0(z).
From this p.g.f. the steady-state probabilities qn can be calculated easily using the discrete
FFT [see e.g. Press et al. (1986) and Tijms (2003)]. Notice that the formula for Q(z) is
rigorous. Hence from Q(1) = 1 we also would have found 0(1) = 1 − A′(1)B′(1).
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Now we can also calculate the ‘long-run average number of jobs in orbit’, say Q (seen at
time epochs k−)





z − B(A(z)) + 0(z)




Using L’Hôpital we get
Q = ′0(1)
1
1 − A′(1)B′(1) +
B′′(1)[A′(1)]2 + B′(1)A′′(1)
2[1 − A′(1)B′(1)] .
It remains to calculate ′0(1). From Eq. (3) we see that
′0(z) = (1 − A′(1)B′(1))
∞∑
i=0
(1 − r)iR′((1 − r)i z)
R((1 − r)i )
∏
j =i
R((1 − r) j z)
R((1 − r) j ) ,
which gives
′0(1) = (1 − A′(1)B′(1))
∞∑
i=0
(1 − r)iR′((1 − r)i )
R((1 − r)i ) .
Of course, this series converges because for all i ≥ 1 the factors R′((1 − r)i )/R((1 − r)i )
are bounded by the constant max{R′(x) : 0 ≤ x ≤ 1} and 0 < 1 − r < 1. So, we find the
following expression for the average orbit size,
Q = B
′′(1)[A′(1)]2 + B′(1)A′′(1)





(1 − r)iR′((1 − r)i )
R((1 − r)i ) . (4)
Notice that the first term is exactly the result for the average queue size in the corresponding
delay model which is discussed in Bruneel and Kim (1993). The second term (independent
of r ) is accountable for the fact that after a service completion the server is always idle for
at least one time slot, and the third term describes the difference between the delay model
and the retrial model with respect to the number of jobs ‘waiting’ for service. For numerical
results we refer to Nobel and Moreno (2008).
Finally, we notice that the mean busy period L can be easily found by the theory of
regenerative processes. Recall from the previous section that π(0, 0) is the long-run fraction
of time slots that the system is empty, i.e. the server is idle and no jobs in the orbit. Consider
the regenerative cycle between two consecutive time slots in which a batch arrives while the
orbit is empty and the server is idle. Then, we have immediately by the Renewal Reward
Theorem,
π(0, 0) = 1/(1 − a0)
1/(1 − a0) + L
.
From Eq. (3) we have
π(0, 0) = 0(0) = 1 − A
′(1)B′(1)∏∞






i=0 R((1 − r)i )
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For other performance measures of the standard LARS-DA model we refer again to Nobel
and Moreno (2008).
3 The LARS-DA model with Bernoulli feedback
This section is based on Nobel and Moreno (2005). We enrich the LARS-DA model with
Bernoulli feedback: with probability θ a customer will be sent (back) to the orbit after
service completion, whereas with probability 1−θ the customer leaves the system forever. A
customer sent back to the orbit after a service completion has to compete for another service
with the other customers in the orbit and his new service time is considered independent of
his previously completed service time. So, the total service time required for a customer is the
sum of a geometrically distributed number of mutually independent identically distributed
service times.
We are again interested in the steady-state behavior of this, say LARS-DA/BF model.
We restrict ourselves to finding the p.g.f. of the steady-state distribution of the number
of customers in the orbit and the mean busy period. The analysis of the LARS-DA/BF
model is very similar to the analysis of the standard LARS-DA model: we can use the
same DTMC {(Hk, Qk) : k = 0, 1, 2, . . .} as in Sect. 2. Only the stability condition is
slightly different: the DTMC {(Hk, Qk) : k = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is positive recurrent if and only
if A′(1)(B′(1) + 1) < 1 − θ , as can be proved using Foster’s criterion. So, we can give the
new balance equations without further comments.
π(0, n) = a0(1 − r)nπ(0, n) + (1 − θ)
n∑
k=0
akπ(1, n − k) + θ
n−1∑
k=0
akπ(1, n − 1 − k),
n = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,
π( j, n) =
n∑
k=0
akπ( j + 1, n − k) + b j
n+1∑
k=1
akπ(0, n + 1 − k)
+ b ja0(1 − (1 − r)n+1)π(0, n + 1),
j = 1, 2, . . . ; n = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
Defining again the retrial function
Rθ (z) = a0 (1 − θ + θ z)B(A(z)) − z
(1 − θ + θ z)A(z)B(A(z)) − z .




Rθ ((1 − r)i z)0(0). (5)
Because we know that 0(1) is the long-run fraction of time slots that the server is idle, we









Rθ ((1 − r)i z)
Rθ ((1 − r)i ) . (6)
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1 − w 1 − A(z)
w − A(z)
B(w) − B(A(z))





Rθ ((1 − r)i z)
Rθ ((1 − r)i ) .
Next, we look at the marginal distribution of the orbit size. Introduce






Qθ (z) = (1 − z)[1 − θB(A(z))]
(1 − θ + θ z)B(A(z)) − z0(z). (7)
So we can find again the ‘long-run average number of jobs in orbit’, say Qθ (seen at time
epochs k−). We only give the final result
Qθ =
(1 − θ) [B′′(1)[A′(1)]2 + B′(1)A′′(1)] + 2θ [B′(1)A′(1)]2






(1 − r)iR′θ ((1 − r)i )
Rθ ((1 − r)i ) . (8)
In this result we see the same type of decomposition as we have seen for the standard LARS-
DA model.
We can also give a formula for the mean busy period, say Lθ of the LARS-DA/BF model,
using the same reasoning as in Sect. 2. Because we now know that














1 − θ − A′(1)B′(1)
∞∏
i=0
Rθ ((1 − r)i ) − 1
]
.
For further details and numerical results for the LARS-DA/BF models we refer to Nobel and
Moreno (2005).
4 The LARS-DA model with priority customers
In this section we discuss a priority loss/retrial model with one server and two types of
arrivals. The section is based on Nobel and Moreno (2005a). Starting point is again the
standard LARS-DA model, but we add a new arrival stream of customers, from now on
type-1 customers. In this section the original arrival stream will be called the stream of type-
2 customers, and they obey all the arrival and service time characteristics as described in
Sect. 2. The type-1 customers, arrive singly at the server. The inter-arrival times follow a
geometric distribution with mean 1/p. When a type-1 customer finds the server idle upon
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arrival, this customer can start its service in the next slot and all type-2 customers arrived
in the same slot, if any, are sent into the orbit. So we give priority to the type-1 customers
over the type-2 customers. When upon arrival a type-1 customer finds the server busy, the
customer is rejected forever and does not play any role in the future. So the priority of the
type-1 customers is non-preemptive. We will call this model the PL/LARS-DA model. The
service times of the different type-1 customers are mutually independent and follow a general






This completes the description of the PL/LARS-DA model.
Asusualwe are interested in the steady-state distributionof the number of type-2 customers
in orbit, among others. As in the previous sections we can still use the DTMC {(Hk, Qk) :
k = 0, 1, 2, . . .}, because for our analysis it is not important to know whether a type-1 or
a type-2 customer is in service. So, Hk is simply the residual service time of the ongoing
service as before at time k− and Qk is the number of type-2 customers in orbit at time k−.
Under the stability condition that
A′(1)((1 − p)B′(1) + pC′(1) + 1) < 1 − p
this DTMC is positive recurrent. See Nobel and Moreno (2005a) for an intuitive argument.
Of course, using Foster’s criterion a formal proof can be given. As for the previous models
we will derive the joint generating function of the steady-state distribution of the DTMC
introduced above. Although the model considered in this paper is much more complicated
than the standardLARS-DAmodel, it turns out that as far as the steady-state distribution of the
number of type-2 customers in the orbit is concernedwe can follow a similar approach. This is
due to the fact that it is not necessary to include the type of the customer in service in the state-
description. Surprisingly, the residual service time is sufficient to describe the probabilistic
behavior of the system. When the stability condition holds we can define the same limiting
joint distribution π( j, n) as in the Sects. 2 and 3. So, we write down immediately the system
of balance equations,
π(0, n) = (1 − p)a0(1 − r)nπ(0, n) +
n∑
k=0
akπ(1, n − k), n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (9)
π( j, n) =
n∑
k=0
akπ( j + 1, n − k) + pc j
n∑
k=0
akπ(0, n − k)




akπ(0, n + 1 − k) + a0(1 − (1 − r)n+1)π(0, n + 1)
)
,
j = 1, 2, . . . ; n = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (10)
From these balance equations we can find the two-dimensional p.g.f.(w, z) along the same
lines as in the previous two sections. For the details we refer to Nobel and Moreno (2005a).
Introduce the retrial function
Rp(z) = (1 − p)a0 B(A(z)) − zA(z)[(1 − p)B(A(z)) + pzC(A(z))] − z .
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Notice again that Rp(z) is analytic on |z| ≤ 1, and that Rp(0) = 1 and
Rp(1) = (1 − p)a0 1 − A
′(1)B′(1)
1 − p − A′(1)[(1 − p)B′(1) + pC′(1) + 1] . (11)
As in Sects. 2 and 3 it is illustrative to see that the stability condition shows up again in the




Rp((1 − r)i z)0(0) (12)
and because 1 − 0(1) is the long-run fraction of time slots that the server is busy, we have
by the Renewal Reward Theorem,
1 − 0(1) =




pC′(1) + 1 .
Then, after simple but tedious algebra we get the joint probability generating function of the























Rp((1 − r)i z)
Rp((1 − r)i ) .
Next, we look again at the marginal distribution of the orbit size {qn}∞n=0. Introduce the p.g.f.
of the orbit-size distributions,























Nowwecan also calculate the ‘long-run average number of type-2 jobs in orbit’, say Qp , (seen
at time epochs k−). Using L’Hôpital repeatedly we get after long and tedious calculations
[see Nobel and Moreno (2005a) for more details]
Qp = B
′′(1)[A′(1)]2 + B′(1)A′′(1)












(1 − r)iR′p((1 − r)i )
Rp((1 − r)i ) . (14)
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It is interesting to notice that the first term is exactly the result for the average queue size
in the corresponding delay model in which type-2 customers wait in queue instead of going
into orbit, the second term describes the effect on the orbit size due to the presence of the
type-1 priority jobs. The third term (independent of r ) is accountable for the fact that after
a service completion the server is always idle for at least one time slot, and the last term
describes the difference between the delay model and the retrial model with respect to the
number of type-2 jobs ‘waiting’ for service. Compare this decomposition result with the
analogous results found in the previous sections. Finally, we remark that we get the formula
for Q presented in Sect. 2 if we take p = 0, just as expected.
Another performance measure of interest is the loss probability of type-1 jobs, say πrej ,
i.e. the long-run fraction of type-1 jobs that is lost due to the fact that upon arrival the server
is found busy. Because the type-1 jobs arrive according to a Bernoulii process we can use the
discrete-time analogue of the PASTA property, say Bernoulli Arrivals See Time Averages
(BASTA), and we get immediately
πrej = 1 − 0(1) = pC
′(1) + A′(1)B′(1)
pC′(1) + 1 .
Finally, we notice that we can calculate the mean delay of the type-2 jobs in the orbit, say
Dp , by invoking Little’s law
Dp = QpA′(1) .
As in the previous sections we conclude with a formula for the mean busy period, say L p
of the discrete-time PL/LARS-DA model. Using the same argument as in Sect. 2 we get
L p = 1






Rp((1 − r)i ) − 1
]
.
For numerical results we refer to Nobel and Moreno (2005a).
A variant of the PL/LARS-DA model as discussed in this section is a mixed delay/retrial
model in which the high-priority [type-1] customers arrive in batches and are put in a queue
when they find the server busy upon arrival, ceteris paribus. The server only starts the
service of a type-2 customer when the queue of type-1 customers is empty. It turns out that
the analysis of this, say PD/LARS-DA model is much more complicated than the analysis of
the PI/LARS-DA model. We refer to Nobel (2015) for further details.
5 Discrete-time models with abandonments
Avery important characteristic of queueing situations is the phenomenon of ‘abandonments’:
customers waiting in line (or staying in the orbit) decide to abandon the system forever before
being served. When abandonments are incorporated in a queueing model (not necessarily a
retrial model), the analysis of the model becomes much more difficult. This is in correspon-
dence with our earlier observation that queueing models in which customers play an active
role, for instance by having the option of reentering the system as in retrial models, are much
more complicated than models in which the role of the customers is limited, as for instance in
the well-studied loss and delay models. Also models with abandonments (or non-persistent
customers as some people prefer to say) suffer from this ‘curse of intractability’. So, not
surprisingly, as we have remarked already concerning the research on retrial models, models
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with abandonments have not received very much attention in the literature. Palm was the first
author who studied the M/M/c model enriched with the option of leaving the system from
the queue without being served [see Palm (1953)]. More recently, mainly triggered by the
application area of the call-center industry, more authors have studied queueing models with
abandonments [see e.g. Garnett et al. (2002) and Mandelbaum et al. (2002); Mandelbaum
and Zeltyn (2007) and references therein].
Needless to say that retrial models with abandonments have been studied even less. In
this section we want to discuss the LARS-DA model enriched with the feature that in every
time slot every customer in the orbit leaves the orbit forever with a probability θ independent
of the other customers in the orbit or the state of the server. Because we choose the modeling
assumption that abandonments will have precedence over arrivals we call this model a model
with early abandonments. So we coin the model as the LARS-DA/EAb model. To be more
precise, an arriving customer stays at least one time slot in the system andwhen abandonments
and arrivals occur simultaneously, then upon arrival customers ‘see the orbit’ without the
abandoned customers, they have left the system just before the arrivals.
To illustrate the difficulties in analyzing this LARS-DA/EAb model, we start this section
with a discrete-time delaymodel with abandonments in Sect. 5.1. In Sect. 5.2 we will discuss
theLARS-DA/EAbmodel, andwewill see thatwe have reached the boundaries of tractability.
5.1 A discrete-time delay queueing model with abandonments
In this subsection we discuss a discrete-time analogue of the so-called Erlang-A model [see
e.g. Mandelbaum and Zeltyn (2007)]. This continuous-time queueing model is a variant of
the well-known M/M/c model.
The discrete-time analogue discussed here is an extension of the standard ‘late-arrival
model with delayed access’ as discussed in Bruneel and Kim (1993) in which the customers
in the queue are allowed to abandon the queue. As usual we present a Markov chain analysis
to study the steady-state behavior of the model using the GFM. The main problem in this
approach turns out to be the calculation of the limiting probability that the system is empty.
We will show that this problem can be solved by using ‘an infinite recursion’. Once this
probability is known we can calculate the usual performance measures such as the mean
queue length, the fraction of customers which abandons the system, the throughput, et cetera.
Wewill only give an outline here. For a detailed discussion we refer to Nobel and Ster (2010).
Let us first describe the model in more detail. We consider a discrete-time queueing model
with c servers and an unlimited waiting space. Customers who find all servers busy upon
arrival join the queue, and wait for service. The arrival stream is modeled as in the previous
sections, but the service times of the individual customers are now taken geometrically
distributed with parameter β (taking generally distributed service times as in the previous
sections makes the model intractable!). Again the ‘late arrival’ (LAS) setup is chosen with
‘delayed access’ (DA). Next, in every time slot every customerwaiting in the queue decides to
leave the queue (and so abandon the system) forever with probability θ and he will persist to
stay in the queue with probability 1−θ . As said before, we give precedence to abandonments
over arrivals. All the usual independencies are assumed. We will coin this model as LADS-
DA/EAb, i.e. a late-arrival system with delayed access and early abandonments, with c
servers.
To study the steady-state behavior of this LADS-DA/EAb model introduce
Ck = the the number of busy servers at time k−,
Qk = the number of customers in the queue at time k−.
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Then with the usual interpretation for k− the process {(Ck, Qk) : k = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is an
irreducible aperiodic DTMC. The state space is
S = {(0, 0), (1, 0), . . . , (c − 1, 0)} ∪ {(c, n)|n = 0, 1, 2, . . .}.
Due to the abandonments this DTMC is positive recurrent, and so we can define the following
limiting joint distribution,
π( j, n) = lim
k→∞ P(Ck = j; Qk = n), ( j, n) ∈ S.





To find the probabilities π(0, 0), π(1, 0), . . . , π(c−1, 0) and the p.g.f.c(z)wewrite down
the following system of balance equations,






















































j = 0, 1, 2, . . . , c − 1; n = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (16)
After tedious algebraic manipulations it turns out that the first type of balance Eq. (15)
can be rewritten as





















r ! a j−c+i−r
(r)
c (θ),





is the r -th derivative of the p.g.f. c(z). So we have found a system of c linear equations
with 2c unknowns,
π(0, 0), π(1, 0), . . . , π(c − 1, 0); c(θ),′c(θ),′′c (θ), . . . ,(c−1)c (θ).
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Hence we have to calculate 2c unknown quantities: (i) the c probabilities
π(0, 0), π(1, 0), . . . , π(c − 1, 0),





c (θ), . . . ,
(c−1)
c (θ).
In the rest of this section we show how to calculate these unknown quantities for the special
case of one server, i.e. c = 1 [for the general case we refer to Nobel and Ster (2010)]. For
this simplified model Eqs. (17) and (18) become
π(0, 0) = a0π(0, 0) + βa01(θ). (19)




1 − β + β
z
)




Substituting (19) in (20) gives
1(z) =
(
1 − β + β
z
)
A(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z) + π(0, 0)A(z) − 1
z
. (21)
To find an expression for 1(z) we introduce
z(k) = 1 − (1 − θ)k(1 − z). k = 0, 1, 2, . . . .





















































) A (z(k)) − 1
z(k)
. (23)
Now we send n to infinity. Notice that
lim
n→∞ z
(n) = 1 and 1(1) = 1 − π(0, 0).
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) A (z(k)) − 1
z(k)
. (24)
From (19) we have
1(θ) = 1 − a0
a0β
π(0, 0).
So taking z = θ in (24) we get an expression for π(0, 0), the probability that the system is
empty, or, in other words, for
π(0, 0) = long-run fraction of time slots that the system is empty.



































We can now find Q, the long-run average queue length, by differentiating
1(z) =
(
1 − β + β
z
)
A(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z) + π(0, 0)A(z) − 1
z
.
After rearranging terms we get
Q = ′1(1) =
1
θ
[A′(1) − β(1 − π(0, 0))] .
This result is not surprising and has a clear-cut interpretation. Notice that
A′(1) = the arrival rate
β(1 − π(0, 0)) = the throughput
θQ = the abandonment rate
and of course
abandonment rate = arrival rate − throughput.
In other ‘words’
θQ = A′(1) − β(1 − π(0, 0)).
For numerical results we refer again to Nobel and Ster (2010).
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5.2 The LARS-DA model with abandonments
In this subsection we discuss the steady-state behavior of the one-server retrial model with
abandonments, coined LARS-DA/EAb. This model has been studied in Wit (2010). As in
Sect. 5.1 the service times are taken geometrically distributed with parameter β. Define
Ck = the the number of busy servers at time k− (now only 0 or 1),
Qk = the number of customers in the orbit at time k−.
Then, {(Ck, Qk) : k = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is an irreducible aperiodic DTMC.
The state space is
S = {(0, n)|n = 0, 1, 2, . . .} ∪ {(1, n)|n = 0, 1, 2, . . .}.
Define the following limiting joint distribution,
π( j, n) = lim
k→∞ P(Ck = j; Qk = n), ( j, n) ∈ S.
and introduce the two generating functions,
 j (z) =
∞∑
n=0
π( j, n)zn, j = 0, 1.
Wewant to find these two generating functions. First we give the systemof balance equations,















n + m − k
m
)
θm(1 − θ)n−kπ(1, n + m − k), (26)







n + m − k
m
)








n + 1 + m − k
m
)










(1 − θ)n+1 − (1 − θ − r)n+1]π(0, n + 1 + m),
n = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
(27)





















n + m − k
m
)
θmπ(1, n + m − k)[(1 − θ)z]n−k . (28)
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Notice that for j = 0, 1 and m = 0, 1, 2, . . .,
∞∑
n=0
(n + m)(n + m − 1) · · · (n + 1)π( j, n + m)sn
= (m)j (s), them-th derivative of the p.g.f. j (·).
Using the Taylor-expansion







Eq. (28) can be rewritten as
0(z) = a00(θ + (1 − θ − r)z) + βA(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z). (29)
Similarly, from the balance equations Eq. (27) we get










n + m − k
m
)












n + 1 + m − k
m
)










n + m + 1
m
)
θmπ(0, n + 1 + m)zn+1
× [(1 − θ)n+1 − (1 − θ − r)n+1] , (30)
Using again the Taylor-expansion we get from Eq. (30)
1(z) = (1 − β)A(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z) + A(z)
z
0(θ + (1 − θ)z)
−a0
z
0(θ + (1 − θ − r)z).
Using Eq. (29) we get 1(z) =
(
1 − β + β
z
)
A(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z) + 1
z
[A(z)0(θ + (1 − θ)z) − 0(z)] . (31)
Summarizing, we have found the following two equations for the p.g.f.’s0(·) and1(·),
0(z) = a00(θ + (1 − θ − r)z) + βA(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z).
1(z) =
(
1 − β + β
z
)
A(z)1(θ + (1 − θ)z) + 1
z
[A(z)0(θ + (1 − θ)z) − 0(z)] .
Notice that different arguments show up in the p.g.f.’s: z, θ + (1− θ − r)z and θ + (1− θ)z.
So, it will not be easy to find the functions 0(·) and 1(·).
Some form of iteration will be required as we have seen in Sect. 5.1. The problem has only
been solved for the special cases β = θ and (in case β = θ ) for θ = 1 − r . We refer to Wit
(2010) for further details. The general case is still a topic for future research.
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6 The LARS-DA model with a tolerant server
In this section we discuss a variant of the standard LARS-DA model in which all customers
arriving in a slot are accepted for service when the server is idle. This in contrast with
the standard model where only one of the arriving customers is chosen for service, while
the others are (re)sent into the orbit. The accepted mixed batch of primary and secondary
customers is subsequently served uninterruptedly in random order. Every customer has his
own service time, and all service times of the different customers in the batch are assumed
to be independent. Only after all customers of the mixed batch have been served the server
stays idle for at least one time slot, as in the standard model.
We are again interested in the steady-state behavior of the number of customers in orbit
and we take the residual service time of the mixed batch of customers currently in service as
a supplementary variable. As in the previous sections we define a DTMC by observing the
system at the epochs k−, that is at the start of the time slot k just after, possibly, a service
of a mixed batch has started, but before the arrivals during time slot k have occurred. We
introduce the following random variables,
Hk = the residual service time of the mixed batch in service at time k−,
Qk = the number of customers in orbit at time k−.
Wedefine Hk = 0when at epoch k− the server is idle. Then the stochastic process {(Hk, Qk) :
k = 0, 1, 2, . . .} is again an irreducible aperiodic DTMC and under the stability condition
that A′(1)B′(1) < 1 it is positive recurrent, as can be easily seen from the fact that A′(1)
is the mean number of primary arrivals per time slot, and B′(1) is the mean service time. A
formal proof of this stability condition can be given using Foster’s criterion. Notice that the
+1 added to the mean service time B′(1) in the stability condition of the standard LARS-DA
model discussed in Sect. 2 is absent now. This is because the customers in an accepted mixed
batch are served uninterruptedly. Using the same notation as in Sect. 2, to find (w, z) we
write down the system of balance equations,
π(0, n) = a0(1 − r)nπ(0, n) +
n∑
k=0
akπ(1, n − k), n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (32)
π( j, n) =
n∑
k=0


















rm(1−r)nb∗mj π(0, n+m), j =1, 2, . . . ; n = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
(33)
Here (b∗(n+m)j )∞j=n+m denotes the (n + m)-fold convolution of the service-time distribution
(b j )∞j=1. From Eqs. (32) and (33) we get immediately
0(z) = a00((1 − r)z) + A(z)1(z), (34)




















0 ((1 − r)z). (35)
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Here(m)0 (·) is them-th derivative of the partial generating function0(·). Next, multiplying
(35) by w j and summing over j = 1, 2, . . . gives
(w, z) − 0(z) = A(z)
w

















0 ((1 − r)z).
Using the Taylor-expansion and after canceling terms we get
(w, z)−0(z)= A(z)
w
((w, z)−w1(z)−0(z))+A(B(w))0(rB(w) + (1 − r)z)
− a00((1 − r)z).
Rearranging terms and using (34) gives
(w − A(z))(w, z) = −A(z)0(z) + wA(B(w))0(rB(w) + (1 − r)z)). (36)
So, as in the previous sections, the problem is to find the unknown partial generating function
0(z). The standard trick is again to take w = A(z) in (36). This gives
0(z) = A(B(A(z)))0(rB(A(z)) + (1 − r)z). (37)
This equation asks for iteration. Introduce for any z, |z| ≤ 1,






+ (1 − r)z(k−1), k = 1, 2, . . . .

















+ (1 − r)z(1)
))

















It is not difficult to see that under the stability condition A′(1)B′(1) < 1, limk→∞ z(k) = 1




























Because we know that 0(1) is the long-run fraction of time slots that the server is idle, we
have 0(1) = 1 − A′(1)B′(1) and then we get
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Now, from (36) and (39) we find





(B (A (φ(k)(w, z))))−A(z)∏∞k=0 A
(B (A (z(k))))
w − A(z) ,
(40)
where






+ (1 − r)φ(k−1)(w, z).
Next, we consider the marginal distribution of the orbit size, say {qn}∞n=0 with p.g.f.
Q(z) = (1, z) = ∑∞n=0 qnzn . Then we get from (40)
Q(z) = 0(r + (1 − r)z) − A(z)0(z)
1 − A(z)
= (1 − A′(1)B′(1))
∏∞
k=0 A
(B (A (φ(k)(1, z)))) − A(z)∏∞k=0 A
(B (A (z(k))))
1 − A(z) .
(41)
It is illustrative to calculate ′0(z),






























































































































(1 − A′(1)B′(1)). (42)
From (42) we see immediately that ′0(1) =
(A′(1))2 B′(1)/r .
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Now we can also calculate the long-run average number of customers in the orbit, say Q
(seen at time epochs k−)
















Using L’Hôpital we get




′′0(r + (1 − r)z)(1 − r)2 − A(z)′′0(z)
2A′(z)
−A
















Because we know already that ′0(1) =
(A′(1))2 B′(1)/r , to calculate Q we still have to
evaluate ′′0(1). This requires some tedious algebra,



























































































Then we have that
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Next we evaluate all these functions and their derivatives at z = 1,
k(1) =
[A′(1)]2 B′(1), k(1) =
(
rA′(1)B′(1) + 1 − r)k , 	k(1) = 1,
′k(1) =
[
A′′(1)A′(1)B′(1) {A′(1)B′(1) + 1} + (A′(1))3 B′′(1)
] (
rA′(1)B′(1) + 1 − r)k ,
′k(1) =
{[A′(1)]2 B′′(1) + A′′(1)B′(1)
}
× (rA′(1)B′(1) + 1 − r)k−1 1 −
(
rA′(1)B′(1) + 1 − r)k





r(1 − A′(1)B′(1)) −
(
rA′(1)B′(1) + 1 − r)k
]
.




A′′(1)A′(1)B′(1) {A′(1)B′(1) + 1} + (A′(1))3 B′′(1)







{[A′(1)]2 B′′(1) + A′′(1)B′(1)
}










r2(1 − A′(1)B′(1))2 −
1
1 − (rA′(1)B′(1) + 1 − r)2
]
.
Plugging in these expressions in (44), taking z = 1, gives an expression for ′′0(1) and using
(43) we get a closed form expression for Q. Notice that for the standard LARS-DA model
we did not get a closed form expression for the mean obit size Q.
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Next we look at several other performancemeasures, such as the size of a served batch, the
number of customers in the orbit at a service completion epoch, and the number of customers
in the orbit at the start of a service, all in steady-state.
Define D(z) = ∑∞m=0 dmzm as the p.g.f. of the number of customers in the orbit at the
end of a (batch) service, in other words the limiting departure distribution. Then we have that
dm = ∑mk=0 akπ(1,m − k)/1(1), because there is a one to one correspondence between
the departure epochs and the epochs with a residual [batch] service time equal to 1 [notice
that 1(1) is the steady-state probability that an epoch is a departure epoch]. So from (34)
we get for the limiting departure distribution
D(z) = 0(z) − a00((1 − r)z)
1 − A′(1)B′(1) − a00(1 − r) . (45)
Now it is easy to see that the p.g.f. of the orbit size distribution at the start of a service is
given by D((1 − r)z + r) and the p.g.f. of the distribution of the batch taken into service is
given by A(z)D(r z + 1− r). Notice that the orbit size seen at a service completion epoch is
randomly split into a part going into service and a part staying in the orbit. These two parts
are dependent. Also the orbit size distribution at arbitrary epochs k− differs from the orbit
size distribution at the start of a service, Q(z) = D((1−r)z+r) [compare (41) and (45)]. Of
course this is in accordance with the observation that, although the primary arrivals follow
a Bernoulli distribution, due to possible arrival from the orbit the start of service epochs do
not, i.e. BASTA does not hold.
Now we can present formulae for the mean size of a served batch, say C and for the mean
orbit size at the start of a service, say Os ,
C = d
dz
[A(z)D(r z + 1 − r)]z=1 = A′(1) + r
′0(1) − a0(1 − r)′0(1 − r)
1 − A′(1)B′(1) − a00(1 − r) ,
Os = d
dz
[D((1 − r)z + r)]z=1 = (1 − r)
′0(1) − a0(1 − r)′0(1 − r)
1 − A′(1)B′(1) − a00(1 − r) .
Using (39) and (42)we can calculate0(1−r) and′0(1−r), althoughwe cannot evaluate the
infinite product and the infinite series for z = 1 − r . So to calculate ′0(1 − r) numerically,
truncation will be unavoidable here. Remember that we have seen earlier that ′0(1) =(A′(1))2 B′(1)/r .
To conclude, we will look at the mean busy period L , defined this time as the time lapse
which starts when the server begins the service of a newly arrived batch and no customer
is in the orbit and ends when the server completes the service of a batch leaving behind an
empty orbit. From (39) we get taking z = 0,












Notice that 0(0) = 0 and 0(k) = rB (A (0(k−1))) + (1 − r)0(k−1), k = 1, 2, . . .. Then we





(1 − A′(1)B′(1))∏∞k=0 A
(B (A (0(k)))) − 1
)
.
For numerical results we refer to Nobel (2013).
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7 Final remarks
In this paper we have given a brief overview of some discrete-time late arrival retrial models.
In all models the PGMhas been used. For the standard LARS-DAmodelwe have seen that the
p.g.f. of the steady-state orbit size distribution can be found, but not in closed form because an
infinite product shows up, and also the formula for the mean orbit size is not in closed form.
The same remarks can be made about the models discussed in Sect. 3 and in Sect. 4. The
LARS-DA/EAb model with non-persistent customers turned out to be more complicated.
We have discussed a delay model with abandonments in Sect. 5.1, but we only discussed a
model with geometrically distributed service times. Even under this restriction closed form
expressions for the p.g.f. of the queue length cannot be found. For the retrial model with
abandonments we were faced with the ‘curse of intractability’: only under further restrictions
some results can be obtained. We have made the general observation that models turn out to
become intractable when the choices for the customers become more versatile: for loss and
delay models where after arrival the customers must accept passively their future, analytical
results are parsimonious, but for retrial models the situation is already more difficult, and
once you give the customers also the option to leave the system, intractability is not far away.
With that respect the model with the tolerant server, discussed in Sect. 6, is interesting. For
this model the p.g.f. of the orbit-size distribution contains an infinite product, but the mean
orbit size has a closed form solution. In the light of our earlier observation, one can say
that in the model with the tolerant server, the retrial aspect is suppressed by the tolerance
of the server, giving the model a flavor of a delay model as well. Apparently, this mixed
retrial/delay characteristic makes the model more susceptible for mathematical analysis, in
the sense that closed form expressions exist for performance measures which do not have
closed form expressions in pure retrial models.
So, our next step is to discuss other models with a mixed delay/retrial character. In
Sharkawy (2014) the retrial model of Sect. 6 is enriched with a second arrival stream of
low-priority customers who are served only, one by one, when no (mixed batch of) original
customers has arrived in a slot in which the server is idle. The low-priority customers who
cannot be served upon arrival are placed in a queue which is served in first-come-first-served
order. Unfortunately this model has not been fully solved yet. More recently, a successful
analysis has been given in Nobel (2015) for a mixed delay/retrial model in which the high-
priority customers are delayed and served one by one on a first-come-first-served basis and
the low-priority customers act as classical retrial customers, i.e. the server always accepts
only one customer at a time. We mentioned this model already in Sect. 4, and the analysis
illustrates the potential of extending the versatility of this type of retrial models beyond the
models discussed in this paper without being trapped by ‘the curse of intractability’. In gen-
eral we can conclude that finding a good balance of more active versus more passive roles
for the customers seems to be a prerequisite for success in the field of discrete-time retrial
queues.
Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Interna-
tional License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
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